
I~CORD OF DECISION

Centra! and Southern Florida Project
Comprehensive Review Study

I ha~e reviewed the Final Integr~t~ F~ Re~ ~d Prog~fi~ En~ro~ent~l
Impact Stammer ~IS) for the Centr~l a~d S~them Flodda (~S~ Pr~t Compreh~stve
Renew Stay ~e~udy). I ~3 also ~ew~ all ~poaden~, mdudmg ~mments on the
Draft and Hnal EIS and M1 pemnent do~ments for tMa proj~. Bas~ on thi~ renew ~d view~
of the othe~ agenoiea, natlw ~od~n Tfibe~ non-govemmemM
find the fin~ re~endafion in ~ FinM EIS to b~ teo~y ~und, ~nomi~Iy justified, in
aocordanc~with en~ro~entM statutes, ~d in the publio intere~. ~, I approve the ~SF
Comprehe0~ivo Pl~ for ~plemenmtio~

Thq p~os~ of ~ Restudy was to 3vMuat# ~ndltiom ~ ~ ~dy ~ make
r~o~n~atton, to modi~ th~ C&SF Proj~ to r~tore ~poA~t ~nctioaa and ~u,s ofth~
Ev~glad~and ~outh Hofida ~systema, and to p~ for the ~t~ r~our~ n~s oftb~
people of ~outh Hodda for th, n~ 50 ye~s. The r~~d~ Co~pr~en~ve PI~ ~11
~n~ion ~ a 9~,work and ~ide for md~tlons to ~e ~SF Proj~t. ~# r~end~
Comprehensive Plan oont~n~ 68 ~mponent~, including O~er Proj~ Elemeni~ (OPEs)~Cdti¢~
Restoratiop Proj~s, wat~ quali~ treatm~t fa¢iliti~, ~d ~h~ mod~tions, p~dp~ly
t~ou~ t~ ~tion ofappro~mat~ly 217,000 a~ ofn~ r~o~ ~d we~da bas~
w~ter trident ~e~. ~s pl~ ~or~ea the supply ~ ff~h ~t~ for the Evades ~d
~omh Hoflda ~~ ~d improves the quentin, qu~, fi~g ~d de~v~ ofwat~ to th~
natural system. Th, r~end~ Compr~onsivo Plan includ~ th, follo~g ~m~mrM and
operational oboes to ~e ~sttng ~SF Proj~t:

¯ . Const~ction of I81.250 sores ofsu~ wat~ ~orag~ r~oks ~ ~pa¢i~
~ to ~o~ 1~543,270 aor~feet ofwat~

¯ ~ Water Preset, ~ ~) ~istlng ofmulti-pu~oso wat~ management
~. ~ in PaIm B~ Broward, and ~a~.Dad~ Counties b~ the urban

~eas and th~ eastern Ewr~ades;

¯ ¯ Aquifer storage and r#~w~ (ASR) wells ~ound ~k~ Oke~hob~ in th~
~, ~d in the Caloosahatche~ ~v~

~ 1.6 bi~ion gallons ofwat~

. ’ CoheSion of35,6~ a~es of Sto~ Water Tr~t ~s (STY);

¯, R~ovfl of more th~ 240 ~l~ of proj~ ~a ~d ~te~ levees ~t~n the
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Modifications to l 1.000 acres of’existing limestone quarrie~ in the Lake Belt
- region of northern Mian~-Dade County for water storage for tirban areas and the

natural environment;

¯ Construction ofnew wastewater reus~ facilities and modifications to an existing
waste water reuse facility to supply up to 220 million gallons a day of’treated,
dean water to the natural sy=tem; and

, [ P~!ot projects to address uncertainties associated wi~ ~ome of the physical
; features that are proposed in the recommended plan.

A humber of operat|onal components have also been |dentified in the recommended
Comprehensive Plan and will, in most instances, occur in conjunction with re, lateA construction
features. ~I’he operational features included in the Comprehensive Plan include: a modified Lake
Okeecho!~ue regulation scheduIe; environmental water supply deliveries to the Caloosahatchee
and St. Lt~ci¢ F_.stuarie~; modifications to the regulation sohedules [’or Water Conservation Are.as
2A, 2B, 3~, 3B and the current rainfall delivery formula for Evergladc.s National Park (ENP);
Modified ,l-Iolcy Land Wildli/’e Management Area Operations Plan; Modified Rotenb~ger
Wildlife 1~, anagemont Area Operat{ons Plan; a modification for coastal weI!field operations in
the Lowe~ East Coast (LEC); LEC utility water conservation; and operational modifications to
the south,~rn portion of L-3 IN and C-I 1 I.

The Corps is committed to hnplementing the finaI plan in a manner that provid¢~ more
water fen ENP and Biscayne Bay. Up to about 245,000 acre-feet of additional water rr~y be
availablelfrom urban sources. Assuming this water can be treated to acceptable standards, and
does hOt,result in unacceptable adverse impacts to other areas of’the natural ~ystem, th~s water
may be ~sed to enhanc~ overland fl, ow and ecological cent|dons in ENP and,Biscayn¢ Bay. The
Corps is [Further committed to solving any outstanding operational problems In the WateJ"
Conservation Areas (WCAs) associated with the Comprehensive Plan.

l~inally, the following studies arc recommended to investigate additional improvements
needed ~ support the restoration, protection, and preservation of the south Florida ecosystem:
(I) Flor~d. a Bay and Florida Keys Feasibility Study, (2) Southwest Florida Feasibility S~dy: and
(3) Development era Comprehensive Integrated Water Quality Plan.

.JM1 practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the alternative
selectedl have bee~ adopted. In addition to the recommended Comprehensive Plan,
alternatives were formulated arid eval~Jated by the interagenay study team preceding selection of
the fina~ recommended plan. The Starting Point was the first alternative plan formulated. It
combined many features considered to solve system-wide problems and incorporated experience
from thl~ Re, study Reconnaissance study and the Lowe¢ East Coast Regional Water Supply Plan.
The evaluation of the Starting Point showed the need for increased water storage throughout the
system ~o meet ecolog~caI restoration and water supply obj.ectives. In addition, the Starting
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Point included extensive seepage control components to keep more water in the natural system.
Alt~rnativ~ .1-6 were formulated t’ollov~ng evaluation of the St~’ting Point. Alternative I was
formula,~ed[to overcome the water storage shortfalls and to reduce negative impacts of
aggressive seepage manageme.nt, Alternative 2 continued to show tl~ need for improved"
seepage m~.nagement and greater storage throughout the system. However, storing water in
additional ~ur&ce re,~rvoirs l~-came more costly ~nd other non-tr~dltlonal storage options, such
as AsR w~lls would have to be considered. Alternative 3 substantially increased water storage
capacity b~ including a sccies of ASR components. None of the plans until now had attempted
to reestablish um’¢stricted she~tt’low (connectivity) throughout the remaining Everglades.
Alternative 4 i.ncluded partially decompanmentalizing the remaining natural system by removing
canals and!levees. Removal of certain structures was shown to restore more natural
hydroperid.ds, however removal of others resulted in unintended adverse effects most notably to
L~e Ok~hobee, water supply and parts ofthe WCAs. Altea-native 5 attempted to address the
problems ~esulting from alternative 4, but despite substantial improvements, the timing and
d~stributio}n of water in the Everglades remained a problem. Alternative 6 was formulated to
further ad{Iress the previous problems with alternatives 4 and 5. This plan al~o added
wastewatrr reuse components in an eft’on to ray to get more water to the southern Everglades.
Througho,Ut this iterative process, the engineering design of components was improved such that
the alternatives were no longer comparable on an equal footing. Thus, alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6
we, r~ mottled to reflect more current design assumptions that would make them comparable
and impro.’ve their performance. These alternatives then became A, B, C, and D. The Starting
Point andialternatives 1 and 2 were determined to be inferior to the other altexnatives in
achlevingithe planning objectives at levels that would be acceptable and were dropped from .
further cd.nsideration. The individual components common to and different in each of the
altematlv{~s is provided in Tables ~/-5 and 7-~ of the Final Integrated Feasibility R~ort and
Programr~tic EIS. Alternative D was initi~y selected as the preferred altematNe pIan. It was
later improved by a series ofiterative modeling and evaluation st.eps leadin8 to th~ final
recommehded Comprehensive Plan, D- 13R. Alternative D- 13R m the environmentally preferred
alternative. While the other alternatives did provide additional knowledge on restoring the
larger eca~system and did result in various levels of restoration for som~ are.as, they generally did
not result[ in an acceptable level of restoration success on a re~ional ecosystem scale an@or
resulted ’.~ unacceptable environmental or soclo,e.conomi~ co~sequences. The no action
alternativ.e was examined but considered unacceptable because it did not provide a solution for
nor meet~the goals and objectives established by the Restudy team.

"~e Restudy made m~ximum use of state-of-fl~e-an hydrological and ecoIogical~
modeling, water quality analyses and developed and evaluated hundreds ofperforman~
mea~ure~nent crltedz using interagency, inter-disclplinary study teams. The study team, in
conjun~t[on ~th input from the public and other agencies, identified the most suitable and
beneflci~ p}an components for south Florida ecosystem restoration and urban and agricultural
water su ~ply, as we, ll as how the components should be implement¢d for maximum benefit. The
Jaokson~ dlle District considered all applicable laws, executive orders, regulations, and locad
govertm snt plans in evaluating the alternatives. Formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and
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Wildli£e Service under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act was satiffactodly completed.
All terms ~d.conditlons specified in the find programmatic biological opinion, dated March
1999, will ~ complied with. The Department o£Interior and the Florida Game and Fresh Water
Fish Com~ssion prepared and submitted final Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act P, eports
providing r~commendatlons as to how to optimize the recommend.ed Comprehensive Plan for
fish and wi!dlife benefits and means to avoid or minimize adverse tmpaots to these resources.
The Corps Isought every feasible means to incorporate these measures Into the final plan
committed Ire sending additional fresh water to Everglades National Park and Biscayne Bay,
beyond the amount suggested in the final plan. This commitment must be weighed however
with consideration of potential other related adverse impacts in the WCAs and elsewhere. The
Florida Stdte Clearinghouse has agreed that the recommended plan is consistent with the Florida
Coasts! Zcine Management Program. The State Historic Preservation Officer has also stated
that, at thi~ conceptual level, no significant cultural or afcheological resources are likely to be
impacted. Under the Restudy Prograramatio EtS, future NEPA documents will be prepared and
coordinate, as appropriate, for separable project features as par~ of’the Proj~. Implemen_.tation
Report process.

Te.~ha~cal and economic criteria used in the formulation or’alternative plans were those
specified ifi the Water R~sources Council’s Principles and C~idelines. In view of’the above I find
any adverse affects or’the proposed action, described in the Programmatic EIS, to have beta
avoided ~d/or mlnilnized to the extent practicable, and am confident that the recommended
plan be.st ~neets the overall objectives or’the Restudy. The proposed a~on is consistent with a.li
applicable!laws, regulations, national policy, and administrative directives. The total public
interest w{ll best be served by implementing as expeditiously as poss~le, the recommend"~d
Compreh0nsive Plan as described in the Final Integrated Feasibility Report and Programmatic
EIS.

ph W, West
AsslstaatSecretary of’the Army        "-~

(Civil Works)

!Date
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